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DETAILED ACTION 

• Examiner acknowledges receipt of the Request for Continued Examination (RCE) 
received 11/24/2006. 

• Claims 1-11 have been cancelled with this amendment. 

• Claim 12 is currently amended. 

• Claims 13-18 have been newly added. 

• Claims 12-18 are currently pending. 



Response to Arguments 
1 . Applicant's arguments, see pages 4-6, filed 1 1/24/2006, with respect to the rejection of 
claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been considered but are moot in view of the new grounds 
of rejection. 

However, as one of the references (U.S. Patent 6,798,767 to Alexander) is the same as in 
the previous rejection, Examiner has provided a response to the arguments relating to this 
reference herein. In the fourth paragraph of page 4, Applicant summarizes portions of the 
Alexander reference; this summary appears reasonable to the Examiner. In the next paragraph, 
Applicant states his opinion that the Alexander reference lacks many of the features of the 
claimed invention and draws conclusions that are incorrect. Applicant summarizes portions of 
the rejection made in the previous office action. Applicant then cites a passage from the 
specification and states that this distinguishes the invention from Alexander. However, 
Examiner disagrees. The Alexander reference discloses allocating both IP addresses as well as 
extensions to the telephone sets as has been clarified in the rejection provided herein. 
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In the next paragraph, Applicant summarizes portions of the claimed invention. Then, 
Applicant alleges that Alexander fails to show the transmitter, receiver, control circuit, and IP 
address allocation circuit configured and operating as described in the claims. However, these 
elements are disclosed in the combination of Alexander and Hamilton as explained in more detail 
in the rejection below. 

The remainder of Applicant's arguments cover the Eastep reference and the combination 
of Alexander and Eastep. As Eastep is no longer used in the present rejection, these arguments 
are moot. 

Claim Objections 
2. Claim 12 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• In lines 5-6, the phrase "generates an ID comprising a domain name and an extension of 
the requesting telephone set" is ambiguous as it can have at least two meaning in light of 
the specification. It is not clear if the Applicant intends to claim (a) the generation of and 
ID which contains both a domain name and an extension, or (b) the generation of an ID 
which contains a domain name and the generation of an extension of the telephone set. 
The wording should be modified to clarify which of these two are being claimed. 

• In lines 10-11, the phrase "a table that stores an ID comprising a domain name, an 
extension and the IP address" is also ambiguous. In light of the specification, it is 
assumed that the applicant intends that the table store the ID, the extension, and the IP 
address, where each of these three elements is described earlier in the claim. However, 
the way it is written, it could be read to mean that the table stores an ID, where this ED 



Application/Control Number: 09/745,730 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2616 

contains a domain name, and extension, and an IP address. This wording must be 
modified to clarify the claim. Examiner recommends that, at a minimum, "an ID" be 
changed to "the ID", "a domain name" be changed to "the domain name", and "an 
extension" be changed to "the extension". 
• In line 13, it is currently unclear to which ID (line 5 or line 10) the phrase "the ID" refers. 
However, if the suggested change regarding lines 10-1 1 is made, there will only be one 
"ID" in the claims and this objection will be overcome. 

3. Claim 13 is objected to because of the following informalities: in lines 12-13, the phrase 
"generates an ID comprising a domain name and an extension of said at least on telephone set" is 
ambiguous as it can have at least two meaning in light of the specification. It is not clear if the 
Applicant intends to claim (a) the generation of and ID which contains both a domain name and 
an extension, or (b) the generation of an ID which contains a domain name and the generation of 
an extension of the telephone set. The wording should be modified to clarify which of these two 
are being claimed. 

4. Claims 15-16 are objected to because of the following informalities: the limitation of 
claim 1 5 as worded is not supported in the specification. According to the specification (and as 
is well known in the art), "extension" refers to a telephone extension that may be a telephone 
number or an extension number in a PBX type system. In no way does this extension include a 
user name. The ID, however, may include a user name. Examiner assumes that Applicant 
intended to claim supported subject matter, such as the limitation "wherein said ID comprises an 
extension, a domain name and a user name." The claim has been rejected assuming this 
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objection will be overcome with a similar limitation. Further, claim 16 is rejected as it depends 
from claim 15 and therefore also includes this limitation. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 12-15 and 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent 6,798,767 to Alexander et al in view of U.S. Patent 2006/0195540 to Hamilton et al. 

Regarding claim 12, Alexander discloses a telephone controller (the combination of the 
call manager 26 of figure 1 and the DHCP server implied in the passage from lines 20-23 of 
column 9) that controls plural telephone sets via LAN connected to the Internet (see figure 1 
which shows a plurality of telephone sets connected to a LAN and the Internet), comprising: a 
receiver that receives a message sent via LAN by one of the telephone sets for requesting an IP 
address to be allocated for the requesting telephone set (see the passage in lines 20-23 of column 
9; DHCP is a well-known protocol for allocating IP addresses; this passage describes that the 
telephony device gets its IP address using DHCP which clearly implies that the telephony device 
sends a DHCP request to a DHCP server which clearly must include a receiver to properly 
perform this IP address allocation); a control circuit that generates an ID and an extension of the 
requesting telephone set in case the message for requesting the IP address is received (see lines 
26-29 of column 9; the call manager generates one or more extensions; one of these discloses the 
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extension and the other discloses the ID); an IP address allocation circuit that allocates the IP 
address of the requesting telephone set (this is disclosed in lines 20-23 of column 9 which 
indicate that the DHCP protocol is used by the telephony device to obtain an IP address; clearly 
the DHCP server contains an address allocation circuit); a table that stores an ID, an extension 
and the IP address (the combination of tables 4A and 4B; Alexander indicates clearly in lines 15- 
20 of column 9 that these 2 tables may be combined into a single table); and a notifying unit that 
notifies the requesting telephone set of the ID, the extension and the IP address for the requesting 
telephone set (the passage from lines 20-29 of column 9 indicate that the telephony device is 
notified of both the assigned IP address as well as the assigned extensions (the ID and the 
extension of the claim language); this clearly requires a notifying unit to perform these 
functions). 

Similarly, regarding claim 13, Alexander discloses a telephone communication system, 
comprising: a telephone controller (the combination of the call manager 26 of figure 1 and the 
DHCP server implied in the passage from lines 20-23 of column 9); a plurality of telephone sets 
which communication with each other via a local area network (LAN) which is connected to the 
Internet (see the telephone sets shown in figure 1 ; these sets are connected to the Internet via a 
LAN); a transmitter associated with at least one of said plurality of telephone sets, said 
transmitter transmits via the LAN a message to said telephone controller requesting an Internet 
Protocol (IP) address be allocated to said at least one telephone set of said plurality of telephone 
sets (see the passage from lines 20-23 of column 9 DHCP is a well-known protocol for allocating 
IP addresses; this passage describes that the telephony device gets its IP address using DHCP 
which clearly implies that the telephony device sends a DHCP request to a DHCP server, which 
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clearly requires a transmitter to send this message); a receiver associated with said telephone 
controller which received said message transmitted by said transmitter (see the passage in lines 
20-23 of column 9; this passage describes that the telephony device gets its IP address using 
DHCP which clearly implies that the telephony device sends a DHCP request to a DHCP server 
which clearly must include a receiver to properly perform this IP address allocation); a control 
circuit associated with said telephone controller which, when said receiver receives said message 
transmitted by said transmitter, generates an ID and an extension of said at least one telephone 
set of said plurality of telephone sets (see lines 26-29 of column 9; the call manager generates 
one or more extensions; one of these discloses the extension and the other discloses the ID); an 
IP address allocation circuit associated with said telephone controller which, when said receiver 
receives said message transmitted by said transmitter, allocates said IP address requested by said 
at least one telephone set of said plurality of telephone sets (this is disclosed in lines 20-23 of 
column 9 which indicate that the DHCP protocol is used by the telephony device to obtain an IP 
address; clearly the DHCP server contains an address allocation circuit); a storage medium 
associated with said telephone controller which stores said IP address allocated by said IP 
address allocation circuit and said ID and said extension of said at least one telephone set of said 
plurality of telephone sets (the combination of tables 4 A and 4B; Alexander indicates clearly in 
lines 15-20 of column 9 that these 2 tables may be combined into a single table; these tables are 
stored in memory 120 of figure 2); and a notifying unit associated with said telephone controller 
which notifies said at least one telephone set of said plurality of telephone sets of said ID (the 
passage from lines 20-29 of column 9 indicate that the telephony device is notified of both the 
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assigned IP address as well as the assigned extensions (the ID and the extension of the claim 
language); this clearly requires a notifying unit to perform these functions). 

Alexander does not disclose expressly the limitation that the ID generated by the control 
circuit (and subsequently stored in the table and notified to the telephone set) comprises a 
domain name. However, Hamilton discloses this limitation in the description of VPIM schemes 
in paragraphs 7-14 on pages 1-2. According to Hamilton, a VPIM id such as that in paragraph 
10, can be used to send voicemail using an email application. This ID contains an extension and 
a domain name. 

Alexander and Hamilton are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of voice communications using data networks. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Alexander by changing one 
of the extensions (the ID in the rejection above) to use a VPIM format as indicated in paragraph 
10 of Hamilton. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a user to send a 
voicemail message to the telephony devices of Alexander using email. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Hamilton with Alexander for the benefit of enabling voicemail via 
email to obtain the invention as specified in claims 12 and 13. 

Regarding claim 14, the combination of Alexander and Hamilton discloses the limitation 
that the domain name in the ED is a domain name of the telephone controller in that the call 
manager and the telephony device are on the same LAN and thus the same domain. 

Regarding claim 15, the combination of Alexander and Hamilton discloses the limitation 
that the extension in said ID includes a user name in paragraph 16 of page 2. abc is the user 
name. 



Application/Control Number: 09/745,730 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2616 

Regarding claim 17, the combination of Alexander and Hamilton discloses the limitation 
that the telephone controller, when an incoming call is received, routes said incoming call to said 
at least on telephone set of said plurality of telephone sets based on said EP address stored in said 
storage medium in steps 200-208 of figure 5 A. 

Regarding claim 18, the combination of Alexander and Hamilton discloses the limitation 
that the storage medium stores said IP address and said ID in the form of a table in tables 120a 
and 120b of figures 4A and 4B. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claim 16 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims and if all claim objections listed herein are overcome. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

• U.S. Patent 5,974,453 to Andersen et al discloses a method for translating a static 
identifier including a telephone number into a dynamically assigned network address. 

• U.S. Patent 6,600,734 to Gernert et al discloses an apparatus for interfacing a wireless 
local network and a wired voice telecommunications system. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert C. Scheibel whose telephone number is 571-272-3169. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday and Thursday from 7:00-5:30 Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Seema S. Rao can be reached on 571-272-3174. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2616 




